Board of Directors

Henry J. Chlupsa, P.E.
President

Dvirka
and
Bartilucci

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

330 Crossways Park Drive, Woodbury, New York 11797-2015
516-364-9890 = 718-460-3634 = Fax: 516-364-9045
e-mail: findingsolutions@db-eng.com

January 7, 2011

Steven A. Fangmann, PE., BCEE

Executive Vice President

Nicholas J. Bartilucci, P.E., BCEE

Chairman
Vice Presidents

Richard M. Walka
Senior Vice President

Dennis F. Koehier, PE.
Senior Vice President

Joseph H. Marturano
Senior Vice President

Garrett M. Bymes, P.E.
Vice President

Thomas P. Fox, PG.
Vice President

William D. Merklin, P.E.
Vice President

Harvey P. Moutal, PE.
Vice President

Michael Neuberger, PE.
Vice President

Kenneth J. Pritchard, P.E.
Vice President

Theodore S. Pytlar, Jr.
Vice President

Brian M. Veith, P.E.
Vice President

Charles J. Wachsmuth, P.E.
Vice President

Senior Associates
Steven M. Cabrera
Christopher M. Ciement
Rob J. DeGiorgio, P.E., CPESC
Joseph A. Fioraliso, PE.
Michael R. Hofgren
Philip R. Sachs, P.E.
Daniet Shabat, P.E.
Associates

Joseph F. Baader
Rudolph F. Cannavale
Ellen R. DeQrsay
Matthew R. DeVinney, PE.
Frank DeVita
Christopher W. Francis
Christopher Koegel
Christopher M. LeHanka
James J. Magda

Olga Mubarak-Jaramillo
Roger W. Owens
Robbin A. Petrella
Edward J. Reilly

Jason R. Tonne

Mr. Payson Long

Division of Environmental Remediation

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
625 Broadway, 12th Floor

Albany, NY 12233-7013

Re: Franklin Cleaners Site (Site No. 1-30-050)

D&B Work Assignment No. D004446-01

Quarterly Report No. 21 (September 1, 2009 through November 30, 2009)
D&B No. 2531-03

Dear Mr. Long:

The purpose of this letter is to summarize the performance monitoring activities
completed by Dvirka and Bartilucci Consulting Engineers (D&B) associated with the
groundwater extraction and treatment system at the Franklin Cleaners Site. This report
addresses the period from September 1, 2009 through November 30, 2009. A site
location map is presented as Figure 1 in Attachment A.

Presented below is a summary of system operations during the quarter, as well as the
results of analytical testing completed in accordance with the approved work plan for the
referenced work assignment.

Groundwater Extraction and Treatment System Operation

During this period, extraction well EW-1 operated at an average pumping rate of
37.3 gallons per minute (gpm) and extraction well EW-2 operated at an average pumping
rate of 5.4 gpm. Normalized graphs of the average flow rate for EW-1 and EW-2 since
September 2006 are presented in Attachment B. Based on a review of the data, the flow
rate for EW-1 has slightly increased, while the flow rate for EW-2 has slightly decreased
throughout this reporting period. Approximately 0.77 pounds of tetracholoethene (PCE)
were removed from the extracted groundwater by the low profile air stripper during this
reporting period and approximately 38.47 pounds of PCE have been removed since start-
up of the system in September 2003. The average PCE removal efficiency for this
reporting period was greater than 99 percent.
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Based on measurements recorded at the treatment system discharge flow meter, approximately
7,829,460 gallons of treated groundwater have been discharged to the Nassau County Department of
Public Works (NCDPW) storm sewer system. Note that this volume is inconsistent with the influent flow
meters for EW-1 and EW-2 which recorded a combined total of approximately 5,562,663 gallons of
groundwater entering the treatment system. It was initially thought that this inconsistency was possibly
due to either wear or fouling of the influent flow meter paddle wheels. However, as noted in the last
quarterly report, cleaning of the influent flow meter paddle wheels was not effective at correcting this
inconsistency. In addition, no significant wear was observed. It was also noted during several system
monitoring events that the EW-1 flow meter was intermittently registering a flow of 0.0 gpm. As detailed
in the recommendations of this and the previous quarterly reports, further diagnosis of these
inconsistencies by a NYSDEC “call-out” contractor is warranted.

During this reporting period, the groundwater extraction and treatment system was operative for a total of
approximately 2,100 hours and inoperative for a total of approximately 73.5 hours due to system alarm
conditions and routine system maintenance. The 73.5 hours of inoperative time are explained as follows:

e Approximately 28 hours of “downtime” was due to a high-high wet well condition in the
treatment system building;

e Approximately 24 hours of “downtime” was due to extraction well VFD fault conditions;
e Approximately 2 hours of “downtime” was due to a high level in the valve vault sump;

e Approximately 18 hours of “downtime” was due to diagnosis of a no-flow condition with
EW-1 and EW-2;

e Approximately 0.5 hours of “downtime” was due to routine pressure blower maintenance;
and

e Approximately 1 hour of “downtime” was due to routine wet well pump maintenance.

In response to the downtime associated with high-high wet well conditions and as per our previous
recommendations, D&B lowered the level of the high level (wet well pump on) float approximately
4 inches on June 24, 2009. Note that the float was lowered in an attempt to activate the wet well pumps
sooner than the previous setting would allow, thereby possibly alleviating conditions contributing to the
frequent high-high wet well alarms. Based on a review of the history of the frequency of this alarm
condition prior to and subsequent to the float repositioning, the frequency of the high-high wet well alarm
condition following the float repositioning is less, as compared to previous months. D&B will continue
to monitor the occurrence of high-high wet well alarms in the Quarter 22 report.

A summary of system downtime is presented in Attachment C. Copies of routine system maintenance
reports, as prepared by Systematic Technologies, Inc., are presented in AttachmentD. A ftable

summarizing the maintenance events completed this quarter and scheduled for Quarter 22 is presented in
Appendix E.
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Groundwater Extraction and Treatment System Sampling

Groundwater samples were collected from the EW-1 and EW-2 well influent piping sample taps, as well
as from the air stripper (liquid) discharge sample tap, at a frequency of twice per month during each of the
3 months comprising this reporting period. Each sample was analyzed for volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) utilizing United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Method OLMO4.2. In
addition, the samples collected from the air stripper discharge sample tap were analyzed for iron and
manganese utilizing USEPA Method 200.7 and for pH utilizing USEPA Method 150.1.

The analytical results of samples collected from the system influent are compared to the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Class GA Groundwater Standards and Guidance
Values, and the analytical results of samples collected from the air stripper discharge are compared to the
site-specific NYSDEC State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit equivalency
effluent limitations. Analytical results are presented in Attachment F.

Based on the analytical results, extraction well EW-1 exhibited concentrations of PCE above its
NYSDEC Class GA Standard of 5.0 micrograms per liter (ug/l) in groundwater ranging from 8.3 ug/l
detected on November 9, 2009, to a maximum of 13.0 ug/l detected on September 8, 2009. Extraction
well EW-2 exhibited concentrations of PCE above its NYSDEC Class GA Standard of 5.0 ug/] ranging

from 48.0 ug/l detected on November 9, 2009, to a maximum of 57.0 ug/l detected on September 23,
2008.

The discharge sample results for the period exhibited VOCs, metals and pH concentrations below the
effluent limitations, with the exception of the pH results collected on September 8 (5.8), September 23
(5.4), October 5 (5.5), October 26 (6.2) and November 9, 2009 (6.2), which were slightly below the
effluent limit range of 6.5 to 8.5. The NYSDEC was notified of the exceedances via e-mail
correspondence.

As a result of the analytical laboratory pH exceedances noted above, beginning Octoer 26, 2009, D&B
completed pH field monitoring at the influent (EW-1 and EW-2) and effluent (air stripper sump and wet
well sump). Initial field readings of the influent pH have exhibited concentrations ranging from 4.7 to
5.8, air stripper effluent pH has exhibited concentrations ranging from 5.7 to 7.3 and the wet well sump
pH has exhibited concentrations ranging from 5.9 to 7.3. A comparison of the air stripper effluent field
readings to the lab results shows that the field readings are an average of 0.7 pH units greater than the lab
results and are generally within the effluent limit range noted above.

It is recommended by USEPA SW-846 to analyze pH immediately. Please note that, due to pH’s
susceptibility to changes in temperature and carbon dioxide content, pH analyses conducted in the field
may be more representative of the true pH than analysis conducted in the laboratory subsequent to
shipment to the laboratory in an ice-filled cooler. Both final and laboratory pH analyses are performed
using a pH probe meter, which is calibrated using a three-point calibration method prior to each pH
analysis. It should be noted that the air stripper effluent laboratory sample results for the sampling event
completed on November 24, 2009, exhibited a pH of 6.7.
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A summary of the extraction and treatment system performance results since September 2007 is provided
in Attachment G.

In addition, vapor phase samples were collected from the two carbon adsorption unit influent and effluent
sample taps at a general frequency of once per week. Each sample was collected by filling a Tedlar bag
directly from each of the influent and effluent sample taps located on the two carbon adsorption units.
The samples were screened using a calibrated, hand-held photoionization detector (PID). During the
reporting period, PID readings collected from both carbon vessels were 0.0 parts per million (ppm) for
both the influent and effluent vapor samples at each carbon adsorption unit, with the exception of the PID
readings collected on November 2, 2009, which exhibited concentrations of 0.1 ppm at the influent and
effluent of Vessel No. 1 and 0.2 ppm at the influent and effluent of carbon Vessel No. 2. Note that the
PID readings collected from carbon vessel outlet Nos. 1 and 2 were both below the NYSDEC site-specific
effluent limit of 1.0 ppm for total VOCs.

Groundwater Quality Data

The network of downgradient groundwater monitoring wells was sampled to evaluate the effectiveness of
the groundwater extraction and treatment system. Groundwater samples were collected from groundwater
monitoring wells ASMW-1 through ASMW-7 on November 20, 2009. The groundwater samples were
analyzed for VOCs utilizing USEPA Method OLLMO4.2. The locations of the monitoring wells are
depicted on Figure 2 provided in Attachment A.

The results of the analyses of the groundwater samples collected from the monitoring wells are provided
in Attachment D and are summarized on Figure 2 provided in Attachment A. The results are compared to
the NYSDEC Class GA Groundwater Standards and Guidance Values. PCE, at a concentration of 11.0
ug/l, was detected at a concentration exceeding its Class GA Standard of 5.0 ug/l in groundwater
monitoring well ASMW-1, increasing from a concentration of 10.0 ug/l detected during the previous
reporting period (August 13, 2009). Groundwater sample ASMW-2 exhibited a PCE concentration of
3.5 ug/l, which decreased from a concentration of 4.2 ug/l, detected during the previous reporting period.
PCE concentrations have continued to maintain a decreasing trend since 2003 in these two upgradient
monitoring wells. Note that VOCs were not detected in the groundwater samples collected from
groundwater monitoring wells ASMW-3, ASMW-4, ASMW-5, ASMW-6 and ASMW-7 during this
reporting period. However, 1,1,1-Trichloroethane, at a concentration of 2.4 ug/l, was also detected in
groundwater monitoring well ASMW-1. Please refer to the trend line graphs provided in Attachment H,
which summarize PCE concentrations detected in samples collected from ASMW-1, ASMW-2 and
ASMW-3 since June 2003.

A gross plume model depicting the estimated extent of the PCE plume is provided as Figure 3 in
Appendix A. Note that, due to the limited number of sample and data points within the vicinity of the
treatment system, the plume extent depicted on Figure 3 is based on a low PCE concentration of 5 ug/l.
In addition, note that, due to the limited number of sample and data points within the vicinity of the
treatment system, the overall extent of the PCE plume is estimated. In order to better define the PCE
plume, it is recommended to install a minimum of five additional groundwater monitoring wells, with two
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monitoring wells located to the west and three monitoring wells located to the south of the existing
groundwater monitoring well network.

Groundwater sampling for Quarter 22 is scheduled for February 2010.

Data Validation

The biweekly system samples and groundwater samples have been analyzed for VOCs by Mitkem
Corporation (Mitkem). In addition, the effluent sample (AS-1) was analyzed for iron, manganese and pH.
Mitkem is a New York State Department of Health Environmental Laboratory Approval Program-
certified laboratory. The data packages submitted by Mitkem have been reviewed for completeness and
compliance with the NYSDEC Analytical Services Protocol (ASP) Quality Assurance/Quality Control
(QA/QC) requirements. All sample results have been deemed valid and usable for environmental
assessment purposes as qualified below:

e All samples were analyzed within the method specified holding times and all QA/QC
requirements (surrogate recoveries, calibrations, blanks, etc.) were met.

e No problems were noted with sample results and qualification of the data was not required.
Data Validation Checklists are presented in Attachment L
Findings

Based on the results of the performance monitoring conducted during this reporting period, D&B offers
the following findings:

e The analytical results of the system influent samples show that groundwater extraction wells
EW-1 and EW-2 continue to capture VOC-contaminated groundwater at an average
combined total flow rate of 42.7 gpm, which is greater than the minimum required pumping

rate of 20 gpm, as specified in the December 2000 Groundwater Extraction and Treatment
System Design Report.

e The analytical results of the groundwater discharge samples show that the air stripper is

effectively removing the captured VOCs and reducing concentrations to below the effluent
discharge criteria.

e A comparison of the air stripper effluent pH field readings to the analytical laboratory pH
results show that the field readings are an average of 0.7 pH units greater than the analytical
laboratory results. Note that, the pH of a liquid is quite susceptible to changes in temperature
and carbon dioxide content. As such, the differences in field and analytical laboratory pH
results may be the result of the differences in the time the sample will experience between an
instantaneous field analysis and a laboratory analysis following shipment to the analytical
laboratory in an ice-filled cooler. As described above, both the field and laboratory pH
analyses are performed using a pH probe meter, which is calibrated using a three-point
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calibration method prior to use. Therefore, the field pH readings will be more representative
of true pH concentrations of system water.

e As compared to the previous reporting period, concentrations of PCE detected in groundwater
monitoring well ASMW-1 increased from 10.0 ug/l (August 13, 2009) to 11.0ug/l
(November 20, 2009). However, ASMW-1 continues to exhibit an overall decreasing trend
from a high of 27.0 ug/l (November 2005) for the past 4-year period.

e As compared to the previous reporting period, concentrations of PCE detected in groundwater
monitoring well ASMW-2 decreased from 4.2 ug/l (August 13, 2009) to 3.5 ug/l (November
20, 2009). In addition, ASMW-2 continues to exhibit an overall decreasing trend from a high
0f 69.0 ug/l (November 2005) for the past 4-year period.

e PCE concentrations remain non-detect in upgradient monitoring well ASMW-3 and
downgradient groundwater monitoring wells ASMW-4, ASMW-5, ASMW-6 and ASMW-7.

e Inconsistencies were again noted between the influent flow meters for EW-1 and EW-2, and
the treatment system discharge flow meter. Note that cleaning of the influent flow meters was
ineffective at reducing this inconsistency. Therefore, the influent flow meters may be worn

and due for replacement. Further diagnosis is warranted and recommended in the following
section.

e The recurring high-high wet well condition continues to be the most frequent alarm
condition, causing a majority of the total system downtime since start-up. In an attempt to
limit the conditions contributing to this alarm condition, D&B lowered the high level (wet
well pump on) float approximately 4 inches. Subsequent to the float repositioning conducted

this quarter, the frequency of the high-high wet well alarm conditions has been reduced, but
not eliminated. '

e As the downgradient early warning groundwater monitoring wells continue to exhibit
non-detect VOC concentrations, D&B concludes that the selected remedy is functioning as
intended by the Record of Decisions (ROD). In addition, based on review of analytical data
received from the Village of Rockville Centre, the Village’s Public Supply Well located to
the south of Molloy College and downgradient of the groundwater treatment system,
continues to exhibit non-detect concentrations of chlorinated VOCs.

e According to information received from the Director of Facilities at Molloy College, no new
groundwater irrigation wells have been installed on the Molloy College property, which is
located immediately downgradient of the Franklin Cleaners off-site groundwater extraction
and treatment system,

e A new DER-10 document, dated November 2009, has been implemented since the March
1998 ROD was issued.

e The toxicity data, cleanup levels and remedial action objectives, as defined in the March 1998
ROD, remain unchanged.
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Recommendations

Based on the results of performance monitoring conducted during this reporting period, D&B offers the
following recommendations:

Continue operation of the groundwater extraction and treatment system to minimize
downgradient migration of PCE, currently being captured by the system.

Continue groundwater monitoring through the existing groundwater monitoring well network
to determine contaminant concentration trends over time and to evaluate the continued
effectiveness of the remediation system.

D&B again recommends that the NYSDEC issue a “call-out” to further diagnose the
inconsistencies noted between the influent and effluent flow meters and potentially replace
these items, as necessary, based on the result of the diagnosis.

Due to low analytical laboratory pH results detected at the air stripper effluent, it is
recommended to continue the field monitoring of the influent and effluent pH and closely
monitor the results. If field monitoring effluent pH values are consistently detected outside of
the effluent limit range of 6.5 to 8.5, it may be warranted to perform a post-treatment pH
adjustment of the effluent water.

In order to better define the extent of the PCE plume, as presented on Figure 3 in Appendix
A, it is recommended to install a minimum of five additional groundwater monitoring wells,
with two monitoring wells located to the west and three monitoring wells located to the south
of the existing groundwater monitoring well network. If requested by the NYSDEC,
additional details and/or a Monitoring Well Installation Plan can be prepared.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (516) 364-9890, Ext. 3094, if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,/,
< 47&// G

Stephen Tauss

SET/PM/jmy Project Manager
Attachments

cc: J. Trad (NYSDEC)
J. Multari (Molloy College)
J. Neri (H2M)
R. Walka (D&B)
F. DeVita (D&B)

P. Martorano (D&B)
#2531\SET010711-PL-21.doc(R13)
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FIGURES
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ATTACHMENT B

NORMALIZED EXTRACTION WELL
FLOW RATE GRAPHS
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ATTACHMENT C

SUMMARY OF SYSTEM DOWNTIME
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SYSTEM MAINTENANCE REPORTS
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'MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE
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ANALYTICAL RESULTS
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ATTACHMENT I

DATA VALIDATION CHECKLISTS
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DATA VALIDATION CHECK LIST

Project Name:

Franklin Cleaners

Project Number:

2531-03

Sample Date(s):

September 8, 2009

‘Matrix/Number
of Samples:

Water/ 3
Trip Blank/0

~ Analyzing
Laboratory:

Mitkem Laboratories, Warwick, RI

Analyses:

Yolatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): OLM4.2
Metals: Iron and manganese by USEPA SW846 Method 6010

‘Laboratory
Report No:

SH1733 Date:9/28/2009

ORGANIC ANALYSES
VOCS

Performance
Reported Acceptable

Not

No Yes No Yes

Required

1

.

Holding times

2. Blanks

A. Method blanks

B. Trip blanks

C. Field blanks

._Matrix spike (MS) %R

._Matrix spike duplicate (MSD) %R

. _MS/MSD precision (RPD)

Laboratory Control Sample (LCS) %R

>
>

._LCS duplicate (LCSD) %R

oloo|N|ov|w|afw

. LCS/LCSD precision (RPD)

o e I E P P P

Surrogate spike recoveries

10. Instrument performance check

11. Internal standard retention times and areas

12. Initial calibration RRF’s and %RSD’s

13. Continuing calibration RRF’s and %D’s

Lol it L lEa g
ol la et i

14. Field duplicates RPD

X

VOCs - volatile organic compounds %D - percent difference

%R - percent recovery

Comments:
Performance was acceptable.

%RSD - percent relative standard deviation

J:\_HazWaste\2531 (NYSDEC - Franklin Cleaners Sit,é)\Data validation\wat_SH1 733_090809.doc

RREF - relative response factor
RPD - relative percent difference

Pages
12




INORGANIC ANALYSES
METALS

Performance
Reported Acceptable Not
No Yes No Yes Required

1. Holding times
2. Blanks
A. Preparation and calibration blanks
B. Field blanks
Initial calibration verification %R
Continuing calibration verification %R
CRDL standard %R
Interference check sample %R
Laboratory control sample %R
Spike sample %R ‘
Post digestive spike sample %R
10. Duplicate %RPD
11. Serial dilution check %D
12. Field duplicates RPD _ X
%R - percent recovery %D - percent difference RPD - relative percent difference

ORINR AW

o BT IR b b - B - o B - B
Tl TR T T T I ] o] I o B

Comments:
Performance was acceptable.

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY & DATE: | PomnaM. Brown  10/21/2009

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY
SIGNATURE: ’ e{ Q\/\’/V\ %/\/

Pages
J\_HazWaste\2531 (NYSDEC - Franklin Cleaners Site)\Data validation\wat_SH1733_090809.doc 272



DATA VALIDATION CHECK LIST

Project Name; Franklin Cleaners
Project Number:  2531-03

Sample Date(s): September 25, 2009
Matrix/Number ~ Water/3

of Samples: - Trip Blank/0
Analyzing
Laboratory:

Mitkem Laboratories, Warwick, RI

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): OLM4.2
Analyses: Metals: Iron and manganese by USEPA SW846 Method 6010

Laboratory : . -
Report No: SH1883 | Date:10/22/2009

ORGANIC ANALYSES
VOCS

Performance

Reported Acceptable Not
: No Yes No Yes Required

._Holding times ' X X
2. Blanks
A. Method blanks ' : X X
B. Trip blanks
C. Field blanks
Matrix spike (MS) %R

oy

Matrix spike duplicate (MSD) %R

MS/MSD precision (RPD) :
Laboratory Control Sample (LCS) %R
LCS duplicate (LCSD) %R
LCS/LCSD precision (RPD)

>
>

S LTI E P Pkl b

0|0 Mo i

Surrogate spike recoveries

10 Instrument performance check

11. Internal standard retention times and areas

5[ [ e 3¢

12. Initial calibration RRF’s and %RSD’s
13. Continuing calibration RRF’s and %D’s

D[ [ | e [

14. Field duplicates RPD . 7 X

VOCs - volatile organic compounds %D - percent difference RRF - relative response factor
%R - percent recovery %RSD - percent relative standard deviation RPD - relative percent difference
Comments:

Performance was acceptable with the following exception:

13. The %D was above the QC limit of 25 % for trichlorofluoromethane in the continuing calibration
associated with all samples. The above compound was qualified as estimated (J/UJ) inall
samples.

. Pages
J\_HazWaste\2531 (NYSDEC - Franklin Cleaners Site)\Data validation\wat_SH1883_092509.doc . 172




INORGANIC ANALYSES

METALS
Performance
Reported Acceptable Not
No Yes No Yes Required
1. Holding times X X
2. Blanks '
A. Preparation and calibration blanks X X
B. Field blanks X
3. Initial calibration verification- %R X X
4. Continuing calibration verification %R X X
5. CRDL standard %R X
6. Interference check sample %R X X
7. Laboratory control sample %R X X
8. Spike sample %R X
9. Post digestive spike sample %R X
10. Duplicate %RPD X
| 11. Serial dilution check %D X
12. Field duplicates RPD v X
%R - percent recovery %D - percent difference RPD - relative percent difference
Comments:
Performance was acceptable.
VALIDATION PERFORMED BY & DATE: | Donna M. Brown  12/23/2009
VALIDATION PERFORMED BY /@/"’\C )
SIGNATURE: A :
' {
Pages
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DATA VALIDATION CHECK LIST

Project Name:

Franklin Cleaners

Project Number:

2531-03

Sample Date(s):

October 5, 2009

Matrix/Number
of Samples:

Water/ 3
Trip Blank/Q

Analyzing
Laboratory:

Mitkem Laboratories, Warwick, RI

"Analyses:

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): O1L.M4.2
Metals: fron and manganese by USEPA SW846 Method 6010

Laboratory
Report No:

SH1944 Date:10/29/2009

ORGANIC ANALYSES

VOCS

. Performance
Reported Acceptable

Not

No Yes - No Yes

Required

N | i

. Holding times

._Blanks

A. Method blanks

B. Trip blanks

C. Field blanks

._Matrix spike (MS) %R

._Matrix spike duplicate (MSD) %R

MS/MSD precision (RPD)

Laboratory Control Sample (LCS) %R

>
i

._LCS duplicate (LCSD) %R

S L I B e b

Olooim|an | njw

._LCS/LCSD precision (RPD)

. _Surrogate spike recoveries

10. Instrument performance check

11. Internal standard retention times and areas

12. Initial calibration RRF’s and %RSD’s

PP

13. Continuing calibration RRF’s and %D’s

et fadialle

14. Field duplicates RPD

X

VOC:s - volatile organic compounds %D - percent difference i RREF - relative response factor
%RSD - percent relative standard deviation . RPD - relative percent difference

%R - percent recovery

Comments:

- Performance was acceptable with the following exception:

13. The %D was above the QC limit of 25 % for dichlorofluoromethane, acetone and bromoform in
the continuing calibration associated with all samples. The above compounds were qualified as
estimated (J/UJ) in all samples. '

J\ HazWaste\2531 (NYSDEC - Franklin Cleaners Site)\Data validation\wat SH1944_100509.doc
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INORGANIC ANALYSES
METALS

Reported

Performance
Acceptable

‘Not

2]

No -

7]

Required

[

. Holding times

N

. Blanks

A. Preparation and calibration blanks

B. Field blanks

Initial calibration verification %R

Continuing calibration verification %R

CRDL standard %R

Interference check sample %R

Laboratory control sample %R

Spike sample %R

10|00 nfen | [

. _Post digestive spike sample %R

10. Duplicate %RPD

11. Serial dilution check %D

saloal Ioel>alnel bel>el 3] 34l

salsel [elbale| Ielna] [ [l

12. Field duplicates RPD

%R - percent recovery %D - percent difference

Comments:
Performance was acceptable.

RPD - relative percent difference

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY & DATE:

Donna M. Brown

12/23/2009

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY
SIGNATURE:

J\_HazWaste\2531 (NYSDEC - Franklin Cleaners Site)\Data validation\wat_SH1944_100509.doc
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Pages
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DATA VALIDATION CHECK LIST

Project Name: Franklin Cleaners

Project Number:  2531-03

Sample Date(s): October 26, 2009

Matrix/Number ~ Water/ 3

-of Samples: Trip Blank/0

ﬁ‘;‘oﬁgrgy : Mitkem Laboratories, Warwick, RI

- Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): OLM4.2
Analyses: Metals: Iron and manganese by USEPA SW846 Method 6010

Laboratory
Report No:

SH2125 Date:11/18/2009

ORGANIC ANALYSES
VOCS

~ Performance
Reported Acceptable Not

No Yes No Yes Required

Holding times X X

=

Blanks

A. Method blanks X X

B. Trip blanks

C. Field blanks

. _Matrix spike (MS) %R

Matrix spike duplicate (MSD) %R

MS/MSD precision (RPD)

Laboratory Control Sample (LCS) %R

>
>

LCS duplicate (LCSD) %R

RN ] P
I E B I S

._LCS/LCSD precision (RPD)

9. Surrogate spike recoveries

10. Instrument performance check

11. Internal standard retention times and areas

ittt

12. Initial calibration RRF’s and %RSD’s

b [ 4|44

13. Continuing calibration RRF’s and %D’s

14. Field duplicates RPD : X

VOCs - volatile organic compounds %D - percent difference RREF - relative response factor

%R - percent recovery %RSD - percent relative standard deviation RPD - relative percent difference
- Comments:

Performance was acceptable with the following exception:

13. The %D was above the QC limit of 25 % for dichlorofluoromethane, chloromethane, vinyl
chloride, trichlorofluoromethene and methylcyclohexane in the continuing calibration associated
with all samples. The above compounds were qualified as estimated (J/UJ) in all samples.
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INORGANIC ANALYSES
METALS

Performance
Reported : Acceptable Not
No | Yes Required

z

. Holding times
. Blanks
A. Preparation and calibration blanks
B. Field blanks
Initial calibration verification %R
Continuing calibration verification %R
CRDL standard %R
Interference check sample %R
Laboratory control sample %R
Spike sample %R ]
. _Post digestive spike sample %R
10. Duplicate %RPD
11. Serial dilution check %D :
12. Field duplicates RPD _ X
%R - percent recovery %D - percent difference RPD - relative percent difference

N =

10|o0|N|an || |w

1 1 I [V [V [V B V) ) I ) I )

LTI E E B P B

Comments:
Performance was acceptable with the following exception:

2A.  Manganese and iron were detected in preparation blank and detected in the sample at
concentration less than ten times the concentration found in the blank. Therefore, manganese and
iron in sample AS were qualified as non-detect (U).

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY & DATE: | DounaM. Brown  12/23/2009

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY A~
SIGNATURE: '
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DATA VALIDATION CHECK LIST

Project Name: Franklin Cleaners

Project Number: 2531-03

Sample Date(s): November 9, 2009

Matrix/Number ~ Water/3

of Samples: Trip Blank/0

ﬁ‘a‘;‘iﬁgfy : Mitkem Laboratories, Warwick, RI

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): OLM4.2
Analyses: Metals: Iron and manganese by USEPA SW846 Method 6010

Laboratory
Report No:

SH2221 Date:12/8/2009

ORGANIC ANALYSES
VOCS

A Performance :
Reported Acceptable - Not

No Yes No Yes Required

1. Holding times X X

2. Blanks

A. Method blanks . X X

B. Trip blanks

C. Field blanks

._Matrix spike (MS) %R

._Matrix spike duplicate (MSD) %R

MS/MSD precision (RPD)

Laboratory Control Sample (LCS) %R ‘ X X
__LCS duplicate (LCSD) %R -

ol Lol IRt kol bl

LCS/LCSD precision (RPD) -

]I EN VRN

Surrogate spike recoveries

X
10. Instrument performance check X

11. Internal standard retention times and areas

eltallalle
o

12. Initial calibration RRF’s and %RSD’s X

13. Continuing calibration RRF’s and %D’s ’ X

14. Field duplicates RPD ‘ X

VOCs - volatile organic compounds %D - percent difference RRF - relative response factor
%R - percent recovery %RSD - percent relative standard deviation RPD - relative percent difference
Comments: _

Performance was acceptable with the following exceptions:

1&11.  Sample EW-1 had all areas outside QC limits in the original analysis and was reanalyzéd outside
holding times however all areas were inside QC limits. The reanalysis was reported for EW-1
with all VOC qualified as estimated (J/UJ).

2A. 1,2,4-Trich10roben2ene was detected in the method blank. It was not detected in the associated
samples and therefore did not impact the usability of the reported sample result.
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INORGANIC ANALYSES

METALS
Performance
Reported Acceptable Not
No Yes No Yes Required
1. Holding times X X
2. Blanks
A. Preparation and calibration blanks X X
B. Field blanks : X
3. . Initial calibration verification %R X X
4. Continuing calibration verification %R X X
5. CRDL standard %R X
6. Interference check sample %R X X
7. Laboratory control sample %R X X
8. Spike sample %R X X
9. Post digestive spike sample %R X
10. Duplicate %RPD X X
11. Serial dilution check %D X X
12. Field duplicates RPD X
%R - percent recovery %D - percent difference RPD - relative percent difference
Comments:
Performance was acceptable.

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY & DATE: | Donna M. Brown  12/23/2009

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY /- 2
SIGNATURE: A Qv\ TN ’
o {
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_DATA VALIDATION CHECK LIST
Project Name: Franklin Cleaners

Project Number: 2531-03

Sample Date(s): November 18, 2009 -

Matrix/Number ~ Water/ 1
of Samples: Trip Blank/0

Analyzing

Laboratory: Mitkem Laboratories, Warwick, RI

Analyses: Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): OLM4.2

Laboratory

Report No: SH2361 Date:12/ 10/2009

ORGANIC ANALYSES
VOCS

Performance
Reported Acceptable

Not

No Yes ' No Yes

Required

._Holding times X X

N

._Blanks

A. Method blanks X X

B. Trip blanks ‘ X : X

C. Field blanks

. Matrix spike (MS) %R

Matrix spike duplicate (MSD) %R

MS/MSD precision (RPD)

Laboratory Control Sample (LCS) %R

>
>

LCS duplicate (LCSD) %R

||| |w

._LCS/LCSD precision (RPD)

St i bt

9. Surrogate spike recoveries

10. Instrument performance check

11. Internal standard retention times and. areas

el d iy
Lol lalbailel

12. Tnitial calibration RRF’s and %RSD’s

13. Continuing calibration RRF’s and %D’s

X

14. Field duplicates RPD

X

VOCs - volatile organic compounds %D - percent difference RREF - relative response factor

%R - percent recovery %RSD - percent relative standard deviation RPD - relative percent difference

Comments:
Performance was acceptable with the following exception:

2A. 1,2,4-Tri¢hlorobenzene was detected in the method blank. It was not detected in the associated

samples and therefore did not impact the usability of the reported sample result.

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY & DATE; | PonnaM. Brown  12/23/2009

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY /@\/—w\ &
SIGNATURE: . - ,
_ t

J)\ HazWaste\2531 (NYSDEC - Franklin Cleaners Site)\Data validation\wat_SH2361_111809.doc
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DATA VALIDATION CHECK LIST

Project Name:

Franklin Cleaners

Project Number:

2531-03

- Sample Date(s):

November 20, 2009

Matrix/Number
of Samples:

Water/ 6
Trip Blank/1

Analyzing
Laboratory:

Mitkem Laboratories, Warwick, RI

Analyses:

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): OLM4.2

Laboratory .
Report No:

SH2387 Date:12/10/2009

ORGANIC ANALYSES

VOCS

" Performance

Reported Acceptable

Not

No Yes Required

Holding times

D=

Blanks

A. Method blanks

B. Trip blanks

il (|5

C. Field blanks

. Matrix spike (MS) %R

Matrix spike duplicate (MSD). %R

MS/MSD precision (RPD)

Laboratory Control Sample (L.CS) %R

>

i

LCS duplicate (LCSD) %R

. LCS/LCSD precision (RPD)

RN VIENTS

I IR P b

. _Surrogate spike recoveries

‘ 10 Instrument performance check

-1 11. Internal standard retention times and arcas

12. Initial calibration RRF’s and %RSD’s

Lt et b b

talbatialle

13. Continuing calibration RRF’s and %D’s X

14. Field duplicates RPD ' X

'VOCs - volatile organic compounds

%R - percent recovery
Comments:

%D - percent difference
%RSD - percent relative standard deviation

RRF - relative response factor
RPD - relative percent difference

Performance was acceptable with the following exception:

2A. 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene was detected in the method blank. It was not detected in the associated
samples and therefore did not impact the usability of the reported sample result.

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY & DATE:

DonnaM. Brown  12/23/2009

VALIDATION PERFORMED BY
SIGNATURE:

e P

J\ HazWaste\2531 (NYSDEC - Franklin Cleaners Site)\Data validation\wat_SH2387_112009.doc
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